SLANDEB  IN   RELATION   TO   OFFICE.              31

nient (7) Lord Herschell laid down the rule " that
where the imputation is an imputation not of
misconduct in an office, but of unfitness for an
office, and the office for which the person is
said to be unfit is not an office of profit, but
one merely of what has been called honour or
credit, the action will not lie, unless the conduct
charged be such as would enable him to be
removed or deprived of that office." It was
accordingly held that, without proof of special
damage, no action lay where the plaintiff had
been elected to the office of town councillor for
a borough, and the words complained of were :
" He is never sober, and is not a fit man for the
council. On the night of the election he was so
drunk that he had to be carried home "; for the
office of town councillor was not one of profit,
and the charges if true afforded no ground for
dismissing the plaintiff from his office (m).

In the case of Alexander v. Jenkins cited above,
the words complained of did not impute mis-
conduct in, but only unfitness for, office; and the
question whether words imputing misconduct in
office would be actionable without proof of special
damage was expressly reserved by the Court of
Appeal in giving judgment. This question has,
however, been since decided in the case of Booth
v. Arnold (n), where it was held by the Court of

(1) (1892), 1 Q. B. at p. 802.

(m) Alexander v. Jenkins^ supra; see also Onslow v, Home
(llll), 2 W. Bl. 750.
(n) (1895), 1 Q. B. 571.